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CHAI RPERSON JAMVES: Wth that, let’s go to chapter two,

"Ganbling in the United States.”

You should have two packets in front of you, one is the
original edits that cane in and then there are the supplenents
that came in this norning. Let’s see how we can nove through
this. Ch, great. G eat. And if you -- we hit one that you
proposed and you want to withdraw it, just say "wi thdraw, " and we
can nove through it fairly quickly. That is a big chunk.

Ckay. The first one up is page nunber 13. |Is that the
one you have in front of you? The first paragraph, |ine two?

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: That’ s ne. At the top of page

13, additionally not all -- everybody find it?
"Additionally not all ganmbling facilities are
successful . Sonme tribes operate their casinos at

a loss and a few have been forced to cl ose nobney-
| oosing facilities.”
W' re suggesting that we have a statement here that
comes fromthe NRC. You see the reference down bel ow t hat says:
"Tri bal nmenbers also face the social costs
attendant to any form of ganbling. In addition,
prelimnary research presented to the Comm ssion
i ndicates that Native Anericans appear to be at
an increased risk for ganbling addiction.”
CHAl RPERSON JAMES: Are you offering that as a notion
Ji n®?
COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  As a noti on
CHAI RPERSON JAMES: |s there a second?
COW SSI ONER LCESCHER:  I'11l second it.
CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: It has noved and seconded.
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D scussi on?

COW SSI ONER LCESCHER:  Madane Chai rnman, may |?
CHAlI RPERSON JAMVES: Conmi ssi oner Loescher.

COMW SSI ONER LCESCHER: | -- 1’11 use the cite, the NRC
and all that business be in the -- the language here is
"prelimnary research.” | don't believe that there was any
substantive research in this area, and | think this is just

prejudi ci al |anguage, unsubstanti ated. And in all the testinony
that we heard, you know, and | attended every one of the hearings
of the Native Anerican Subconmttee, closed and general hearings
of this, alnost all of them we never received any substantive in
the hearing record on this point. And | -- | would hope that the
Conmi ssi on nenbers would not accept this |anguage for the reasons
that |’ ve stated.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Any ot her di scussion?

COW SSI ONER - W LHELM I would concur with Bob that
there’s nothing I know of in the record, and please correct nme if
I’ m wong, about the second sentence. The first sentence, to ne,
is gratuitous, because this report, and it’s -- it is replete with
all kinds of stuff about social costs attendant to ganbling. It’s
ever ywhere. And | think it’s gratuitous to single out tribal
nmenbers as a particular -- as a particular group that -- those
costs. And there’s nothing anywhere in the volunes of rhetoric
about this in the draft report that suggests that they re not.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: | do have the reference, Madane
Chair.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Conmi ssi oner Dobson

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Agai n, page 46, and again on 416
of the NRC report, read:
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"Since the passage of the Indian Gam ng Regul atory

Act of 1988, ganbling anong and sponsored by
Arerican |Indians on reservations has increased
substantially, and it rose since 1992. In the
Zi gzaut (phoneti c) st udy, Aneri can I ndi an
adol escents exhibited nore serious problens wth
ganbling, an earlier onset of ganbling problens
and a greater frequency of ganbling problens than
their non-Indian peers. The Bul berg study found
t hat i ndi genous popul ations reported nore ganbling
i nvol venent, ganbling expenditures, and ganbling-
rel ated problens than white populations from the
sane areas.

COW SSI ONER MOORE: | can’t turn right to it now, but
| believe that the essence of this statenment is made el sewhere in
the report. | don’'t see why we need to have this right here. |
believe that this is elsewhere in this report.

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  So, you think, Dr. Moore, that you
covered it in the tribal supplenent?

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: | think that that’s nentioned in
that, that there are nore alcoholics. | think that --

COW SSI ONER LEONE: Maybe we could put it on hold
until we get to that chapter. |In sone ways it fits better in that
chapt er.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | would point out that in the
same page, 4-6, of the NRC study it al so says:

"Studi es have also generally failed to disentangle
race and ethnicity from issues of property and

soci al denographic status."
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| do not understand the logic that -- in this |anguage

that Jimis seeking to amend, singling out this particular group

There’s a great deal of information in the NRC report, for

exanple, that suggests that it my be the case that -- this
precedes the sentence that | just read in the NRC report -- it may
be the case that whites have bigger -- nore ganbling problens than

African Anericans, even though we have other data that suggests
that African Anericans may be nore susceptible to |ottery probl ens
and so on and so on. So, it seens to ne that in view of the
complexity of these issues, and in view of the sentence that |
just read in the NRC, that to single out Native Anericans strikes
me as --

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Excuse ne, John, but read the
sentence there that says, "Since the passage of the Indian Gam ng
Regul atory Act of 1988."

COW SSI ONER WLHELM  The one you just read. Yeah

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yeah. That sentence that -- the
reference that ganbling anong and sponsored by American |ndians
has increased substantially. In that case it’s not referring to
ot her ethnic groups.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM  Well, but in just the few |ines
above that, Jim it also says specifically:

"Studi es anong bl ack, H spanic, Asian and American
I ndi an ganbl ers have been |acking. A few studies
that include diverse populations have in genera
failed to distinguish.”

It’s just -- ny only point is that this is a very
conplex subject, and | think that it’s inprudent and needl essly

incendiary to single out this particular group.
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COW SSI ONER  LANNI : I would concur with that and |

would say also if we take a look at the proposals which | have
only half-headedly suggested to research that they raise the

incone tax |level to over 60 percent, we have -- we have sufficient
research that we're asking for and we’'re requesting that triba
governnents also participate in that research to really get sone
figures that nake sense. I think by anyone’s standards | think
one thing we can all agree with in this Conmssion is that we do
know now is what we really -- how much we really don’t know, that
there’s a lot nore. And | think the research will make much a
better determination than comng with sone prelimnary research
that the NCR had on this particular matter. | would be nore
confortable just waiting to see what all this research through the

various agencies that we’ve asked to provide in this situation.

And | think it’s a bit of an attack on people that’s been
pej orati ve. I know that wasn’'t the intent. I’ m not suggesting
that was the intent. But | think anyone reading it mght take

that as the intent, although it wasn't.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE:  Can | junp in?

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Let me just defend what’s stated
here and then | wll vyield. The discussion here is being
characterizes as an attack on Native Anericans, but if you read
this statenent, it is not a statenment with reference to Indians
conpared to others, as we would if it was pejorative. It is,

“"Tri bal nmenbers al so face the social cost attendant to any form of

ganbling.” That is not disrespectful or an attack on Indians.
COW SSI ONER  LANNI : | don't think it -- | wasn't
saying that it was. As | said, | think it could be perceived by

t he reader when he reads on, or she reads on, saying:
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"Prelimnary research presented to the Conm ssion

i ndi cates that Native Anericans appear to be at an
i ncreased risk for ganbling addiction.”

W' re reaching that conclusion on a prelimnary basis,

and all I'"'msaying -- and | don't think there was any intent on
your part to be pejorative or to single out -- |I'm nmerely saying
that | think that -- let’s let the research define if such an

i ssue exists, and not really go for the prelimnary.

COW SSIONER LEONE: | just want to say two things, and
obviously we need nore research, but the notion that Native
Anericans are being singled out inplies that sonehow that is a
random deci sion. Native Americans turn up in this ganbling report
as sone people are singled out. So does Atlanta City. So does
Las Vegas. W have singled out the comunities that sponsor
ganbling. W’ve singled themout in many cases to tal k about how
they provide jobs and tax revenues. There’s been a |lot of
testi nony about the good things. W’ ve also, quite properly,
| ooked at what the effect social and otherw se has been on those
communi ties that sponsor ganbling. The fastest growi ng place for
ganbling that’s getting started in the United States, as |
understand it, is on tribal I|ands.

| don’t think whether this statement is supported by
nore than the NRC report ought to be in there is a different
guestion. But | don't think it’s fair to attack Comm ssioner
Dobson’ s suggestion because he’s singling out people who are on
t he pl aces where new ganbling establishnents are rapidly springing
up. We would do the sane thing in lowa or Mnnesota or anywhere
el se where they were starting ganbling to see what the effect was

on | ocal popul ations, positive and negati ve.
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And | think, vyou know, 1in the spirit of being

constructive and noving forward, even if we disagree with the
assertion, | think we ought to have some consistency. If we're
going to go through this report and renove all the references to
| ocal events because we're singling out those comunities, then
we, you know, we --

COW SSI ONER LANNI : | think here we're talking about
inserting, not deleting.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Wll, with respect for Richard,
| would disagree with what you just said. In the case of
Botchlitz (phonetic), for exanple, we’'re not talking here about
the possibility of increasing the problemganbling in the vicinity
of Botchlitz. That’s not what this says. In the case of
California tribal casinos that exist, we're not talking about the
possibility of increased problemganbling in the vicinity of those
casi nos.

W' re singling out an ethnic group that happens to be
anong the people who are in the imediate |ocal area that you're
tal ki ng about. Botchlitz, for exanple, has about 550, give or
take, represented in the tribe, and there’ s thousands of people
that go there every day, and |I would just offhand make a bet, so
to speak, that the great majority of people who experience problem
ganbling in Botchlitz are not Native Anericans. Li kewi se,
probably every tribe in the country, with the possible exceptions
of rural, isolated ones.

So, and again, particularly in view of the NRCs
statenment that studies have generally failed to disentangle race
and ethnicity, it just makes ne very -- | don't think we have

enough -- enough data to say this.
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COW SSI ONER LEONE: Well, 1I'm not going to fight this
forever, but | think we talked about -- these are sovereign
governnents who make ganbling decisions on a special basis. W

have argued that they ought to take into consideration and even
pay for nore of the research and consequences of those deci sions
el sewher e. | don’t think it’s inappropriate, therefore, to ask
any government .

W’ ve tal ked about one state setting up ganbling next

to another state. You know, we -- | think -- | don't think it’s -
- anyway, | don’t think it’s singling people out to raise this
issue. It may or may not be that we want to go with what the NRC

said. There’'s a strong enough basis for nmaking this assertion

It could go up or down. But it’s a reasonable place to ask the

guesti on.

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  Madane Chair.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Are you ready for the question?

COW SSI ONER  MCCARTHY: Yes. Madane Chair, | would
just like to say, you know, | have this -- associated study, read
it. It’s one of the work products of the Commttee and all of

that. But even Dr. More says, "Finally, all study findings thus
far should be taken with a grain of salt. Despite the --
commttee, no single study has been truly conprehensive and
definitive." And | think by his owm words he says it all. So, |
woul d just hope that -- | believe that there’s nore to cone in the
future research that validates the statenent.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM 1'd nobve to question

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  All in -- we have not checked that.

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY: I nstead of ganbling addiction

that we put increased risk of problemor pathol ogi cal ganbling.
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COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Accept that -- WMadanme Chair, |

would like to ask that the notion that has been made and seconded
be voted on, and then if it cones up in another place we can -- we
can justify it.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Are you going to nmake that
notion to where it refers to ganbling addiction, that that term be
replaced with the ternms that you suggested?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: You think so, but you are at | east
doing it here?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Wl |, we shoul d be consi stent.

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: Vell, if we -- if we nake the
decision to do that, it’s very easy with word find for themto do
that throughout the docunent. So, it’s really a policy question.
And if we decide as a Conmi ssion.

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY: It depends on what the content
of the sentence is, but | would generally want it to read problem
or pathol ogi cal ganbling. That’s nore consistent with the NRC

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | think it is, too.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Madame Chair, to this point in
the next chapter, there are four places where pathol ogical
ganbling or ganbling is used alone, as opposed to problem and
pat hol ogi cal ganbling. And so that gets to the sane point.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | nove the question as anended.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Al in favor? Any opposed? I
think the ayes have it as anended. Next ?

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Page 17, is that? This item
appears at the top of the page, the first paragraph:

"Because sports wagering is illegal in nost

states, it does not provide any of the positive
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i mpact that other forns of ganbling offer, in

particular, sports wagering does not contribute to
| ocal economies and produces few jobs. Unl i ke
casinos or other destination resorts, sports
wageri ng doesn’t create another econom c sector."”
In the interests of being succinct, renoving extraneous
| anguage, | would bring this down --
COW SSI ONER WLHELM  That’s going to require a |ot of
notions to make this thing succinct.
COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: This cones down to about nine
wor ds, John.
"Because sports wagering is illegal in nost
states, it provides no econom c benefits.”
CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Wel | .
COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Move the question.
CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: Vell, but it hasn't been seconded
yet.
COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Second.
CHAI RPERSON JAMES: (kay.
COW SSI ONER W LHELM | have sone comments.
CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: No, | think what you heard was a
pregnant pause and sonme consideration. Witing for a second.
COW SSI ONER W LHELM This one | really don't get.
This is -- this is witten as though we should know where --
acknow edge that some fornms of ganbling have any positive inpacts
at all. And this cannot be, with all due respect, in the interest
of succinctness, because we have tons of other stuff we get to
vote on that’s opposite of Jinis contributions to succinctness or

| ack thereof.
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This |l anguage really acknow edges that conpared to sone

other fornms of ganbling that sports ganbling doesn’t have a
positive econom c benefit. That’s not a horrible thing to say.
In fact, it’s a somewhat useful thing to say. That doesn’t --
that doesn’t water down nor negate the numerous places at which
t he Conmm ssion has chosen to say that -- all kinds of doubts about
the extent of the positive benefits. But we haven’'t yet reached a
conclusion, | stress yet, that there are no positive benefits. In
fact, some of our recommendations actually say that there nay be
sone sort of benefits.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Jim ny concern would be that in
jurisdictions where it is legal that the -- in jurisdictions where
sports wagering is widespread, it sinply a gane that’s offered as
a ganme as part of an entire gamng mx, the econom c benefits of

sports wagering is the same as it would from a baccarat gane or a

21 game or any of those activities. |If you take each individua
activity and distill it down and |look at it, you nmay be making the
case that there’s no economc benefit. [If you bundle themall up

into a package, you have the economc benefit of a destination
resort.
CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: Wll, let nme -- ny struggle is a

little bit different one, Jim and I'’mtrying to figure out how

it’s the provides no econom c benefits just because it’s illegal
Because illegal activity does provide illegal economc benefits
for some people. | nean --

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  It’s certainly not taxed.
CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Ri ght. But that -- but it does
generate -- I'mtrying to sound not too know edgeabl e about this.

| mean, is that a true statenent.
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COW SSI ONER BIBLE: It does provide econom c benefits.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: It may be ill-gotten gain and it’s
illegal, but can you make that -- can we nake that statenent and
have it pass the straight-face test?

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : And in fact, realistically, the
Internal Revenue Service and, for exanple, the California
Franchi se Tax Board, are known to actually have illegal bookies
make tax paynents, and they actually -- so they do pay taxes. And
they don’t share that with any of the other Departnents of Justice
or the AGs office at the state.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: As long as they get their taxes.

COW SSI ONER LANNI : As long as they get their tax.
And that is a fact. So, there is sone reason for you people to
attend these neetings. You'll actually |earn something.

COW SSI ONER MOORE:  Yeah, that’s the black nmarket tax.

COW SSI ONER  LANN : Bl ack market incone is what it
cones to.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Do you think I ought to wthdraw
that notion?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Yeah, | think so.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: There’s a dinension of that that
doesn’t neet the eye. How about the second? Want to withdraw it?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  The seconder, who was second? Ch,
okay.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Ckay. Everything else in this
regul ar packet we’ve already dealt wth.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: That’s right.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM However, 1'd like to return for

a nonent to the thing that we just passed about Native Anericans.
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I’m very concerned about this, notwi thstanding Richard s

conment s. | don't believe this Comm ssion exists, nor should,
given its legislative purpose, in a vacuum

It is no secret to this Comm ssion that nmany in Indian
country already believe that this Comm ssion is biased against it.

| don’t happen to agree with that, but there’s no question that
that is the case, that that belief is wdespread in Indian
country. And it’s one thing to make a well-grounded statenent
like, for exanple, tribal gamng is the largest, the fastest
growi ng segnent of ganmbling in Arerica. That’'s a fact. [It’s not
a fact, necessarily, that tribal gamng interests |like to have
spot lighted, but it’'s a fact.

It’s one thing to nake recommendations, for exanple,
such as we made today over Conm ssioner Loescher’s objection, or
what was reiterated today, | should say, over Comm ssioner
Loescher’s objection, that tribes should not be allowed to have

ganbling activities that are not allowed to others in the states.

That’s a -- while arguable and while resented in Indian country,
it’s a, | think, alegitimte thing to say.

But | think it’s quite another thing to say that -- to
single out -- and | heard you, R chard, but | continue to think

that’ s the appropriate phrase, Native Anericans as appearing to be
at an increased risk for ganbling addiction when, a, that research
is much nore qualified in the NRC report than this statenent would
suggest, and when, b, we haven’'t nade simlar conmments about other
ethnic groups, even though the research points to other ethnic
groups as wel .

So, having said that, | would first like to ask that

someone who voted in the mgjority on that nove to reconsider it
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altogether and that we dunp it. Failing that, | would like to

nove the following addition to it.

CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: Can soneone, just for point of
departure, read the notion as it passed?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Wuld sonme -- would, John, would
you explain to ne we are now revisiting something that we ve
al ready dealt with?

COW SSI ONER WLHELM  You bet. That’'s exactly right.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  We're coming back to it?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  You bet.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Yeah.  Ckay.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Yeah. And we’'ve been doing
that. And we have to keep doing it, we'll keep doing it.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Only when you do it.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  No, sir. | haven't submtted a
fraction of the reconmendations you ve submtted. | haven’'t
revisited a fraction of the recomendati ons you’ ve revisited. So,
as | -- | have served --

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: You have -- to the whole
Conmi ssion. You --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Vell, Jim if | talk too nuch
for your tastes, that’s tough

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: | am going to ask that Valerie
pl ease read the notion as it currently exists.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Wll, I'm naking a separate
not i on.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: Wl l, just for ny purposes, | just

MB. RICE Tribal nenbers also face social costs
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attendant to any form of ganbling. In addition, prelimnary

research presented to the Conmssion indicates that Native
Anericans appear to be at an increased risk of the problem of

pat hol ogi cal ganbl i ng.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | would like to -- if no one who
voted in the mgjority will rmake a notion, | --

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: Il will make a notion. And the
reason that |1’'Il make a notion to withdraw and reconsider this is

| believe that we can nake the social inpact. This paragraph has
already -- in the what we were talking was talking about the
econom ¢ inpact of Indian gaming, is the way | understood. You
come along in one paragraph and go and add social effects, |
bel i eve we can add social effects. Not that | disagree with the
statement. | believe there was the necessary testinony --

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: So, you’'re noving to --

COW SSIONER MOORE:  -- in this point.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: You are noving to reconsider?

COW SSI ONER MOORE: | nove to reconsider.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: |s there a second for that?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Did you vote for the notion?

COW SSI ONER MOORE: | voted for the notion.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Yes, he did vote for the notion.

COMWM SSI ONER LANNI: 1’11 second it.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: |'m not sure whether we need one or
not, but we got one.

COW SSI ONER MOORE: Motion to reconsider.

CHAlI RPERSON  JAMES: That’s exactly right. Al in
favor? This is the notion to reconsider, not what the notion

would -- not what we would -- not the |anguage. A yes neans we
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will reconsider that vote, a no neans it stays as is, are we
clear? This is the notion to reconsider. Al in favor of the
notion to reconsider? Any opposed? Ckay. We will reconsider

the notion. Now, now you can nove to amend or --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | nove to strike this.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: To strike the entire anendnent.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: 1’11 second that.

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: It has been noved and seconded
Di scussion. Comm ssioner MCarthy?

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  The notion to strike --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM You nean, had it not been
reconsi dered? | was going to propose --

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: No, it's -- it’s not. At this
point, my understanding is we have noved to strike, and that has
passed. And so we're --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM No. No. The notion was
reconsi der ed.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: I’m sorry. [’m sorry. Wth a

notion to strike. That's correct.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM [I'lIl read it to you. I think
it’s a poor substitute for strike it, but what | was going to
propose, since this is allegedly based on the -- |I'm sorry,
wi t hdraw t hat. Since this is based on the NRC report on pages
page 4-6, | was going to propose a sentence to be added. And
again, this is a poor substitute for striking it. The sentence

woul d say:
"However, the sane source also stated that, quote,
"The studies have also generally failed to

di sentangl e race and ethnicity.
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And then | was going to go on to say that:

"The studies have also pointed to increased risk
of problem and pathological ganbling anongst
whites, African Americans, Hi spanics and other
groups. "

Which is factual. Al from page 4-6.

CHAI RPERSON JAMVES: I’ tell you, | was predisposed to
support ny fellow Conm ssioners on this one. Let nme tell you what
ny problem is. And it’s -- it’s increased risk as -- and it
inplies in that statenent that sonehow there is sonething
intrinsic about Native Americans that nakes them added increased
risk, and I just don’'t believe that to be the case. | think that
anyone who cones into that much contact with ganbling could
potentially have an increased risk, but | think it wunfairly
singles out Native Anericans.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Going back to the statenent,
Madanme Chairman, tribal nenbers also -- also face

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Yeah. No, | was referring to the
second -- the second sentence.

"In addition, prelimnary research presented to
the Conmmission indicates that Native Anericans to
be at an increased risk."

As opposed to something along the lines that Native
Anericans -- it appears that there is a conparison that is being
made to other ethnic groups and that sonehow there is something
intrinsic about Native Anmericans that nakes them at an increased
risk.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: For nme it keys off the first

sent ence. This falls on the heels of the first sentence, which
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barely says that it’s not only true of these folks, but it’s true

of these fol ks, too.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Ri ght. Well, | understand, Jim
but | really do believe that it would be interpreted that way.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Wiy don’t we just |eave the first
sentence in and strike the second sentence?

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: Wiy don't we just ask Jim to
withdraw this and go ahead with this and we' Il --

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: Vell, the notion to strike is the
notion that is before us right now.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | would nove the question that’s
before us.

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: Al in favor of the notion to
strike? Qpposed? | think the ayes have it.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Madanme Chair, | nmake a notion
that we take the first sentence and let it stand as it is.

"Tri bal nmenbers also face the social costs
attendant to any form of ganbling.”

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: |Is there a second for that? There
is a second. Discussion? Al in favor? Qpposed? | think I'1]l
need a roll call on that one. Conm ssioner Bible?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Aye.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Dobson?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Aye.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Lanni ?

COMM SSI ONER LANNI ' No.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Leone?

COWMWM SSI ONER LEONE:  Aye.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Loescher?
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COW SSI ONER LOESCHER: No.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner McCart hy?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Aye.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner More?

COW SSI ONER MOORE:  No.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner W 1 hel nf?

COMW SSI ONER W LHELM  No.

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: Conmi ssi oner Janes votes no.
That’s five nos and three yeses. Gkay, Chapter 2, Ganbling, we're
ready to nove to the supplenents. W’re still in Ganbling in the
United States. 1'd like to try to finish this chapter before we
take a break. The first one’s yours.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: This refers to Nevada having sl ot
machi nes i n bat hroons.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: You're right. The next one is
Chapter 2, page 9, first full paragraph. Begins with, "Wth these
original states now approaching saturation point," and it ends
with, "It is operating illegally."

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: That was probably ol der | anguage,
because the Suprene Court decision has since been overturned by a
vote of the people in Mssouri.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: And so you’' re reconmmrendi ng - -

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Just strike it.

M7 | would second that.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: So start where?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: M ssouri Suprene Court has thrown
the entire industry in a turnmoil by ruling that nmuch of it is
operating illegally.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: Can we just do that by acclamation?
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No. 2, a |look at --

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: The second one | thought was kind

of interesting is down in the first full paragraph before the end

of the page. It says, "Look at the map of river boat casinos
floating down denonstrates the strategy. The riverboat form a
ring around their host states.” I would suggest that’s nore a

function of geography.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: But it was such a nice nap.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: | know, but it just doesn’'t make
sense. That needs to be cl eaned up.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: A look at the riverboats clearly

denonst r at es. It’s been noved and seconded. Any di scussi on?
Call for the question. Al in favor? Any opposed? Any
abstentions? That will be del eted.

ML3 Madam Chair?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Yes.

ML3 Could | ask a question here? Are we deleting
sentence one? W pick up with?

CHAlI RPERSON  JAMES: Pick up wth, "Despite the
intention,” is that correct, Bill, what you re recomendi ng?

COW SSI ONER  BI BLE: You're going to have to nake it
flow sonehow. It’s just that the predicate |ead in sentence where
you' ' re tal king about marshall casinos around the borders is not a
function of a conscious decision. It’s nore a function of
geogr aphy.

DR KELLY: So a sinple geographical statenent.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Page 157?

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: Page 15 we have enuneration of

four states that allow slot machi nes on race track. At least to
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ny know edge there are two and possibly three others in Louisiana,

New Mexi co. New Mexico just opened.

COW SSI ONER LANNI : | think again we should use EGDs
t here.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: Bill, can you point nme to where on
t he page?

COW SSI ONER  BI BLE: At the bottom of page 15 under
| ssues.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Right, presently.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Presently four states.

CHAlI RPERSON JANMNES: And you’'re recomendi ng that that
be changed?

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: | think staff needs to check them
because |I'm aware of at |east two and perhaps three states that
should be included in that list. W have the same reference in
the regulation chapter. It’s just not factually correct.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: The third line up from the bottom
of the page?

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: Just check the listed states. I
have personal know edge of three other states.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Did you get that? Which one of you

is doing the editing? D d you get that? |If you are not able to
find out today what those other states are, | would suggest
| anguage where you say several states such as, or sonething like
that, because | want to put this one in. Next?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Page four, line 14 wi thdrawn.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: G eat.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Next page, page No. 6, line No. 15
is withdrawmn. Page No. 7, lines Nos. 1 through 8, w thdrawn. The
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suppl enent. Page No. 7, this is not withdrawn -- lines 26 and 27,

that’ s under the casino section. It refers to the fact that there
are now 85 riverboat dock site casinos in six states and 187
casinos on Indian reservations. El sewhere in this report the
nunbers used is 289. The problem we have is that we also have
anot her section where it’'s referred to as 298. So we’'re going to
have to accept either 187, 289 or 298. W should be consistent.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Loescher?

COW SSI ONER  LOESCHER: | disagree with the gentleman.

The GEO report --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: | think we should be consistent.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Just for fun, let’s --

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : | think given the timng issues
and the fact that things are happening as we go along, we should
use approximations. Just use an approximate nunber. It’s going
to be out of date.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Approximately 260. 1t’'s been noved
and seconded. Question? Al in favor? Any opposed?

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : Page No. 8, 6 through 13,
wi thdrawn. Page No. 9, 7 through 9, withdrawn. Page No. 9, |ines
10 through 35 withdrawn. The covers the next three pages. | would
ask to delete the second and third pages of additional citations
and just go with the very first page. The current |anguage is the
third full paragraph, "Qpponents’ counterclains of."

What |'’m saying is if you just take on ny three pages,
I would delete everything on pages two and three of mne and deal
just with this first page, which is called page No. 10, |ine Nos.
13 t hrough 20.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: So following that paragraph you
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woul d i nsert what’s on page one which starts with, "There has been

much information,” and goes all the way down to the exanple of

Biloxi, Qulf Port, Mssissippi. Page 10, third paragraph down.

It starts with, "Qpponents’ counterclainms.” AT the end of that
paragraph, the last word is, "another." Insert right after
another the |anguage beginning wth, "There has been nuch
information provided to this conmm ssion.” So no deletions, but

you would insert that starting with, "There has also been nuch

information,” down to at the end of the page, "1995."

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: Can we ask M. Lanni to explain
t hi s?

COW SSIONER LANNI: | think you need to read it first,
Jim

CHAlI RPERSON JANMNES: W re going to take a mnute for
everybody to read it and then we’'re going to discuss it.

Conmi ssi oner MCarthy?
COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  This proposed anendnment | think

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: I’m proposing that in the section
we quote from Arthur Anderson, rather than have an argument -- or
that Terry’s proposing to quote, rather than have an argunent,
which | would have to conduct vigorous the substitution theory,
that we elimnate that first sentence and there is nothing
obj ectionable with the section that begins, "The size of the US
econony is not fixed," etcetera and so forth. | think if that’'s a
point Terry wants included --

ML 1’11 accept that.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: -- we can discuss that. Those are

factual statenents.



© 00 N o 0o A~ w N P

N N DN DD N D NN DD DN P P PPk Pr PP
© o0 N oo o0 A W N PP O © 00O N oo o~ wWwN O

June 2, 1999 NG 1.S.C. Commi ssion Meeting San Francisco, CA 133
COW SSI ONER W LHELM  They’ re seconded by notion

CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: Wat he’'d like to do is to delete

from "inherent," through, "first."

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Changing which part -- what |'m
trying to do here is get to the quote from Arthur
Ander son - -

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: That you can live wth. That’ s
nmeans dropping this first -- the first two sentences and begi nni ng

COW SSI ONER - W LHELM The substitution issue is one
that’ s debat abl e.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: W woul d all agree.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: W’'re going to be talking -- just
going to start out, "First."

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: The size of the US econony is --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  The quote that’s in there now is
only part of the Arthur Anderson quote.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: You can say the follow ng four
reasons.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: So | have added, "For exanple,"
deleted the first two sentences, "inherent," started wth. I

think it was second. Leo?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Econom ¢ benefits and
jurisdictions -- the only thing I want to point out is that the
testinony all represent nostly the facilities. | don’t contest,

but the testinony they gave is accurate that indeed if the host
comunity, which in some cases is a small town, the benefits to
that towmn -- what’s mssing fromthis state is that there is no

assessnment of what the outcones are.
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COW SSI ONER  LANNI : And | think that’'s part of a

recomendati on on research that was nmade in your nassive |ist of

research, so | think that we've dealt with that.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Leo, let me interrupt. [It’s the
same here in the draft. It’s two paragraphs above where Terry
wants to put this. It says, page 10 of Ganbling in the Unites

States, two paragraphs above where Terry wants to put this it
says, "However, this sanme report continues with a caveat that,
"little is known about the inpact that ganbling has had on the
dozens of rmunicipalities and regions surroundi ng each riverboat.

Thus it is,’" etcetera.

CHAlI RPERSON JANES: Are you satisfied? Then what we
have before us is the |anguage noved by Terry and seconded by
someone with the first two sentences deleted, "For exanple,”
added. Are you ready for the question? Al in favor? Any
opposed? Any abstentions? Then we'll skip the next pages.

COW SSI ONER LANNI : Then we go to page No. 10, lines
No. 21 through 25. It reads currently, "A provident rationale for
| egal i zing riverboat casinos has been their hoped for boost to
industries in depressed river towns. A nunber of states and
communities have cited tours and developnent as a reason to
produce riverboat casinos. The use of casinos to pronote tours is
further evidence the blurring of once distinct barriers between
ganbl ing and the general entertai nment industry.”

| am suggesting that we delete this paragraph on the
basis, as | note in ny citation, throughout this report the
| anguage is critical of various types of ganbling, opportunities
where anenities are | acking. By contrast, this paragraph is

critical of the industry for blurring of the once distinct
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barriers between ganbling and the general entertai nment industry.

The nmessage contradicts what’s conveyed in other parts, therefore
I think it should be del eted.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: |s there a second?

COW SSI ONER LCESCHER:  Second.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Di scussion? The question has been
cal | ed. Al in favor of deleting this? Al'l  opposed? Any
abstenti ons?

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: W say the sanme thing throughout
this report. | don’t’ believe that we should discuss or spend too
much time on things that are discussed el sewhere. | don’t think
we're going to get this report like a nystery story. W study
these as we cone to them and | don’t think it all has to tailgate
to each other fromone section to another.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: It’s not going to read like a
nystery story. You can figure out where you re going when you
read the first sentence.

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: A nystery story, | turn back and
read the | ast part of it.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: W’'re ready for the next one.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Page No. 10, lines Nos. 26 through
34, withdrawmn. The last change that | would propose, if we turn
to page 11, lines No. 1 through 7, which currently read, "The key
to large scal e tourismdevel opnent is inducing ganblers to stay at
| east one night, preferably nore, which requires attracting
i ndi vidual s from beyond a range of 200 mles. That is beyond the
radius of an easy round trip by car. Becomng such a destination
resort, i ncl udi ng t he lucrative mar ket of mai nst r eam

conventioneers, however, involves considerably nore investnent
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capital than has been the case for the vast majority of

riverboats, including the creation of an infrastructure of non-
ganbling related attractions, such as golf courses and thene
parks, as well as airports and hi ghways. "

My question here is what is the source that we have to
support the fact that to be successful in any gainful economc
sense, riverboat has to draw its custoners nmore than 200 mles
away? | just don’t think the facts support this.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: Did | get a second for this? It’s

been noved and seconded. Questions or discussion?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: | agree with Terry there’s no
source for 200 mles, but on the other hand, | think the point
being made in the paragraph is inportant. | would suggest as an

alternative that we sinply ditch the 200 mles and say sonething
i ke, "Which requires attracting individuals beyond the radius of

an easy round trip by car,” and | eave the whole rest of it because
the rest of it to me nakes sense.

COW SSI ONER LANNI : M/ issue was with the 200 mles,
so | have no problemw th that.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: As the only person on the
comm ssion fromthe Northeast or Mdwest, | accept that.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: W’ ve accepted that as a friendly
anendnment. Al in favor? Any opposed? Any abstentions? Motion
carries.

COMW SSI ONER LANNI:  The last itemis --

DR, KELLY: Could we get a repetition of the friendly
amendmnent ?

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : The existing paragraph, except

that the second line wll say, "Wich requires attracting
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i ndividuals from" delete beyond the range of 200 mles, and the

continue, "Beyond the radius of an easy round trip by car."

The last one | have would be page No. 11, lines No. 8
t hrough 19, wi t hdrawn.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: That's the | ast one we have before
us on that chapter.

DR KELLY: | hope sonebody has already pointed out

that on page 10 there’s a little problem of |ocale here. No one

woul d argue that’s the riverboat in Illinois has been successful
Northern tourism was already well established there. The only
thing well established there was (inaudible). So sone other town

woul d be a better exanple.

CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: Was there an additional question,
M. Loescher?

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER: Madam Chair, if | could avai
upon the Conm ssion staff, on page 11 under the Native American
tribal ganbling, the first line is a footnote, and | fail to see
the reason to support this Iline. | just bring that up. The
second thing on that page, the second from the bottom line it
says, "For nost fornms of casino ganbling,” could we just say that
for casino ganbling?" WMdamChair, that’'s the only thing |I have.

CHAI RPERSON JAVES: W can just do that by acclamation

Do you have all of those changes?

DR KELLY: |I'msorry, can we get the second one? 1’ve
got the first one, could you just repeat the second one?

COW SSI ONER  LOESCHER: Just delete the second Iine
from the bottom starting with, "Tribes," period, or delete the
words nost fornms of, and then it would read, "Casino

ganbling --"
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1 DR, KELLY: Thank you.

2 CHAlI RPERSON JANMES: That ends Chapter 2. Fi fteen-

3 mnute break and then we’ll come back and go through Chapter 3.



